Abstract. Experiments with green stink bugs in the laboratory demonstrated that females choosing between males preferred to mate with the larger of the two, when the confounding effect of direct physical male-male competition was removed. Similarly, males preferred to mate first with the larger of two females. A significant positive relationship between female body size and fecundity was found. Thus the adaptive significance of male choice for large females is a direct reproductive gain while the advantage to females choosing large males is less clear. Mutual choice appears to lead to assortative mating in this system.
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Generally we expect that animals should not mate indiscriminately as the costs of this behaviour are too high. Individuals vary in quality, and selection should act to favour mechanisms ensuring mating with partners of the best possible quality. Accordingly, mate choice can be described as any pattern of behaviour leading to an individual preferring, and thus being more likely to mate with, certain individuals over others.
Traditionally, females are considered to be the choosing sex because of their relatively higher degree of parental investment (Trivers 1972) . Male reproductive success, on the other hand, is limited more by the number of females or eggs available than by energy invested in individual offspring and as such males are considered the competing sex. There are numerous examples of female mating preferences and of competition among males for access to females (see Bateson 1983; Thornhill & Alcock 1983) . Often female choice is for large males, with females of some species even preferring males of supernormal size or stimuli (Andersson 1982) . Other than in situations where there are direct benefits to the female, such as the nutritional rewards provided by scorpionflies (Thornhill 1981) , the evolutionary advantages of mating with a large male is a matter still open to considerable debate (Maynard Smith 1991) .
Males have been shown to compete for access to females and their eggs in many ways including: territory and mate defence, attraction signals, mate concealment, pre-and post-copulatory mate guarding, mate stealing, sperm competition and infanticide (see Blum & Blum 1979; Thornhill & Alcock 1983) . However, male parental investment or mating effort can be substantial and in some cases higher than that of the female (see Gwynne 1991) and these mating costs can limit the number of females available as mates. Mating effort may include the cost of finding mates, behaviour patterns to ensure paternity, such as sperm precedence or mate guarding, and the provisioning of nuptial gifts. Under these conditions and when there is variation in female quality, some degree of role-reversal is expected, with mate choice exhibited by males and occasionally females competing directly for access to males (Gwynne 1991) .
Males mating with large females are predicted to have an advantage if larger females are more fecund and if this fecundity translates into greater reproductive success. Male mate choice based on female body size has been reported for several species in diverse taxa: isopods (Manning 1975; Schuster 1981 ), amphipods (Birkhead & Clarkson 1980 Elwood et al. 1987) , insects (Gwynne 1981; Johnson & Hubbell 1984; McLain & Boromisa 1987; Svensson & Petersson 1988; Brown 1990 ), amphibians (Berven 1981 , and fish (Brown 1981; Foote & Larkin 1988; Rowland 1989a) . A positive relationship between female size and some measure of female fecundity has been shown in many of these systems (Manning 1975; Price & Wilson 1976; Gwynne 1981; Johnson & Hubbell 1984; Rowland 1989b; McLain & Marsh 1990a 
